In Ancient Greek a single set of indefinite enclitic pronouns was used indifferently in both negative/ affective environments (i.e. like negative polarity items (NPI)) and in positive ones (i.e. like positive polarity items (PPI)). At the same time the negative pronouns used as negative quantifiers (NQ) were also employed as emphatic NPIs, with negative concord. The two functions of each class (i.e. PPI-like vs NPI-like, NQ vs NPI) were determined by syntactic distribution. In the specific case of negative sentences, an indefinite before a sentential negative marker (NM) functioned like a PPI but after a NM like an NPI, while a negative pronoun before a NM was an NQ but after an NM an NPI. This pattern was at odds with the canonical VSO clause structure that evolved in later antiquity, in which focal constituents were contrastively stressed and fronted to the left periphery: neither indefinite nor negative pronouns could be focalised because of the prosodic and/or semantic restrictions on their distribution. This deficiency was eventually remedied by formal/prosodic recharacterisation, the loss of NQs and the generalisation of NPIs to all syntactic positions available to DPs, including the focus position, a process that triggered their reinterpretation as involving universal quantification over negation rather than, as before, existential quantification under negation. The Modern Greek PPI kápjos and NPI kanís are traced from their origins in Ancient Greek and their role in the evolution of the system is explored. The final outcome is typologically to be expected in so far as NQs are redundant in a system in which NPIs appear freely both before and after NMs,
Introduction

The Scope and Purpose of the Article
When the negative pronoun oudeís 'no one' 1 appears preverbally in Ancient Greek (AG, c. 8c BC-c. 7c AD), the sentential negative marker (NM) ou(k) 'not' cannot be used simultaneously unless a double negative reading (e.g. 'no one didn't see Socrates') * Ancient Greek ouk ísmen oudén = [not know-1pl nothing], lit. 'we don't know nothing'. My grateful thanks to Julián Méndez Dosuna and Marjolijne Jansen, both of whom read this article in draft and saved me from myself on numerous occasions. For better or worse inherent stubbornness has stopped me taking their advice in one or two places; any residual errors and deficiencies are, of course, my own responsibility. Thanks are also due to two anonymous readers for JGL, who made invaluable suggestions for improvements of both content and layout. 1 Oudeís 'no one' is a compound of oudé 'not even' + heîs 'one' (masculine), and is almost exclusively singular.
is intended, cf.
(1)a. 2 By contrast, when a form of oudeís appears postverbally, ou(k) is all but obligatorily present, at least with finite verb forms (see 2.2 below, and cf.
Chatzopoulou 2012 for a full discussion). In this case no double negation is involved, the-NOM Socrates-NOM not saw-3sg no-one-ACC 'Socrates saw no one/didn't see anyone.'
In Modern Greek (MG, , by contrast, there is no negative pronoun corresponding to oudeís, 4 and the NM ∂en 'not' (< AG oudén 'nothing' used adverbially = 'not at all') appears obligatorily in combination with kanís/kanénas 'anyone' 5 in the translation equivalents of both (1)a and (1) (2) a. kanénas *(∂en) í∂e to Sokráti.
anyone-NOM not saw-3sg the-ACC Socrates-ACC 'No one saw Socrates'.
b. o Sokrátis *(∂en) í∂e kanéna.
the-NOM Socrates-NOM not saw-3sg anyone-ACC 'Socrates saw no one/didn't see anyone'.
Neither sentence has a double negative reading. Indeed, the fact that kanís/kanénas can also appear in certain non-negative contexts = 'anyone' shows that it cannot be inherently negative, cf: í∂es kanéna? [saw-2sg anyone], = 'did you see anyone?' The use of these items with an apparently negative meaning in isolation from a NM (e.g. í∂es 2 Most negative sentences below contain the NMs ou(k) (AG)/u(k) (MedG) or (u)∂en (MedG/MG) [= NEG-1], though a few have the alternative NM mé: (AG)/mi(n) (MedG/MG) [= NEG-2], which is characteristic of 'non-veridical' contexts (see the discussion of (5), and Chatzopoulou (2012)). For the purposes of this article, the choice of NEG-1 or NEG-2 is immaterial.
3 As noted, this sentence with ou(k) added is in fact grammatical, but only on a double negative reading (though see 2.2 below for some qualification). 4 Other than as a residue from AG, with limited uses (for Medieval Greek see 2.2). 5 These are distinct only in the nominative (the forms are partly interchangeable), and are treated here as a single item. The component -is/-énas is again the numeral 'one' (is is the modern pronunciation of the AG masculine form heís, énas a medieval innovation): kanís/kanénas has only a singular paradigm. Note that when used with a NM, as here, these and other related items may be emphatically stressed, while in nonnegative environments they are always unstressed, cf. Giannakidou 1998 and subsequent work.
kanéna? -kanéna 'did you see anyone?' -'no one') is therefore assumed here to be a matter of ellipsis, 6 i.e. kanéna (∂en í∂a) [anyone (not saw-1sg)], cf. Giannakidou 2000a:
485-7.
In the case of indefinite pronouns, AG made no formal distinction between 'someone' and 'anyone', using the enclitic pronoun tis for both.
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After negatives, therefore, tis overlaps with oudeís, tis being neutral, oudeís more emphatic (cf. (3) (ii) kanénas ∂en í∂e to Sokráti. /cf. (2)a anyone-NOM not saw-3sg the-ACC Socrates-ACC 'No one saw Socrates'.
6 As also in formal/academic French, cf. (9) below. 7 Tis has both singular and plural paradigms. As an enclitic it forms a phonetic word with its host, does not appear clause-initially or after a pause and is not normally accented (though disyllabic forms receive a secondary accent on their final syllable to accommodate cases that would otherwise break the rule that an accent must fall on one of the last three syllables). There are, however, a few examples used contrastively at the beginning of a clause, presumably, via a natural semantic extension, as an indefinite quantifier, a role in which it is accented in its own right (cf. (16) The purpose of this article is to trace the development from a pronominal/ specifier system that contrasted 'no X' with a formally undistinguished 'some/any X' into a system that contrasts 'some X' with 'any X' and has (virtually) dispensed with 'no X'. The analysis of the evolution of negation in Greek will, however, also be used to advance a claim that languages typically lack items meaning 'no X' when those meaning 'any X' may appear both before and after the negative that licenses them (as in MG, cf. (4)c(ii) and (4)d, but not in English, cf. *anyone didn't see Socrates). 9 It is also argued that the availability of pre-negative 'any' depends on which of two possible semantic interpretations is assigned to the items in question (on which see 1.3).
Some Key Concepts
Many languages, including English, make a formal distinction between 'positive polarity items' (PPIs = 'some X') and 'negative polarity items' (NPIs = 'any X'). The former are used in positive assertions, as in (5)a, the latter in conjunction with a negative element, such as the enclitic NM -n't in (5)b: These all involve what Giannakidou 1998 Giannakidou , 2000a Giannakidou , 2000b Giannakidou , 2005 Giannakidou , 2011 has called nonveridicality, i.e. semantic functions that do not ensure truth. Unlike in the negative case, which is specifically anti-veridical, non-veridical contexts usually offer a choice between the use of PPIs and NPIs associated with differences of specificity and/or 9 It is also worth noting that many languages with inherently negative pronouns/specifiers fail to distinguish between 'some' and 'any', and use the negative elements without a supporting 'not' both preand post-verbally, e.g. AG and Germanic other than English. The term 'negative concord' (NC) is standardly used to describe the use of more than one negative item in a construction that carries only a single negative reading, as in the Italian example in (6), where nessuno 'no one' is necessarily accompanied by the NM non 'not' but the meaning is simply 'Gianni saw no one/didn't see anyone', involving just one instance of negation semantically:
(6) Gianni *(non) ha visto nessuno.
Gianni not have-3sg seen no-one 'Gianni didn't see any one.'
In such cases the pronoun appears to 'agree' with the NM in negativity without contributing a negative meaning of its own (though see 1.3 below for further discussion). The situation in AG, as illustrated in (1)b, is very similar.
10
By contrast, when no one is combined with not/-n't in (standard) English, the two negatives are interpreted separately to give a double negative reading equivalent to an emphatic positive, as in (7)a).
11
When a negative meaning is intended, no one appears without not, as in (7)b), which is semantically equivalent to (5)b:
John saw no one.
Negative items like no one, which retain a negative reading of their own when in combination with another negative, are called 'negative quantifiers' (NQ).
10 A distinction is commonly drawn in the literature (e.g. Giannakidou 1998 and subsequent work) between strict and non-strict NC, the former requiring the co-presence of a NM with negative pronouns and adverbs in all environments, the latter with such items only in a subset of environments. 11 An NC reading as opposed to a double negative reading of (7)a is acceptable in many colloquial varieties (= 'John didn't see anything'), though this is impossible in standard English.
Some Important Issues
Consider now the Italian sentences in (8). When nessuno 'no one' appears preverbally as a subject, as in (8) Since the postverbal case of (10) This crucially links the obligatory pre-NPI position of the licensing negative 18 with a reading in which negation necessarily has wide scope. 19 In other words, it accounts for the impossibility of placing an NPI before a licensing negative and motivates the simultaneous presence of NQs in the relevant languages, assuming we understand these as items that combine negation and existential quantification lexically as an alternative means of expressing (12) where NPIs (+ NM) are either unavailable or disallowed.
Though in principle stable (cf. Italian), this form of complementary distribution is potentially vulnerable to levelling, e.g. through the generalisation of NPIs to pre-NM position via the adoption of a different, though synonymous, reading (thereby fatally undermining the role of NQs).
Thus when NPIs occur syntactically before their licensing negatives (i.e. when a language has strict NC), as with kanís/kanénas in MG ((4)c.ii and (4)d)) or personne in standard French ((9)a and (9)b), they can only be understood to involve wide-scope universal quantification over negation: 'Any' so interpreted does not bind the relevant set of entities collectively (like 'all'), or individually and specifically (like 'each/every'), but on the basis that a random, potentially hypothetical, 20 selection of a member of the set will in every case identify individuals of whom the associated negative proposition is true. But the crucial thing here is that this interpretation of NPIs works satisfactorily regardless of syntactic position, since the universal quantifier invariably has scope over the negation. 21 It is therefore reasonable, and certainly more economical, to assume that, in languages where (13) applies at all, it applies by default to NPIs in all environments. Languages that treat NPIs in this way have no need of NQs, and any NQs that may survive from an earlier period in which interpretation (12) was in play are likely to be abandoned or reinterpreted. The highly relevant example of Greek is considered in detail in Sections 2 and 3.
In the light of this discussion non-strict NC seems to be inherently associated with the reading (12) for NPIs, strict NC with reading (13) 
Indefinite tis in AG vs Indefinite tis/tinás in MedG
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A number of issues relating to negation and negative polarity in Greek, both ancient and modern, have been examined in the recent literature (e.g. Giannakidou 1998 Giannakidou , 2000a Giannakidou , 2000b Giannakidou , 2005 Giannakidou , 2011 , Klein 2011, Tsimpli and Roussou 1996, Wilmott (forthcoming) , In AG and in written forms of MedG that reflect the contemporary vernacular in some degree 24 forms of tis/tinás correspond to English some(one) in both pre-and postverbal positions in positive sentences, ie. they assert the existence of one or more people/things. In MedG, however, and unlike in AG where it was enclitic (see fn. 7), tis/tinás may routinely appear clause-initially and/or be emphatically stressed (e.g. as in (14) 'Cebes is always on the look-out for some discussion...'
Plato (428-347 BC), Phaedo 63a2
22 I am grateful to Marjoijine Jansen for her wide-ranging help with the Medieval Greek data. 23 Tis and tinás are both nominative singular forms: the former reflects the ancient language directly, the latter is a medieval innovation. As we have already seen, texts from the earlier periods of Greek attest a single indefinite enclitic tis with an 'existential' reading independently of the presence or absence of negation. We may, however, reasonably say that its role is 'PPI-like' or 'NPI-like' according to whether or not there is a licensing negative and if so, whether the existential quantification falls inside (= NPIlike) or outside (= PPI-like) the scope of the negation. In what follows terms such as 'PPI reading' and 'NPI reading' are used on this understanding, and there is no associated implication that there were two distinct but homophonous lexical items, one a PPI the other an NPI. 24 The registers used for medieval Greek writing were largely genre-determined: belletristic and official (imperial and ecclesiastical) texts required styles that affected a classical appearance in lexicon, morphology and (to some extent) syntax, while popular forms of Christian writing, low-level documentation and certain poetic genres (satire periodically and romance more generally) allowed the use of more vernacular-looking varieties. The focus here is necessarily on the latter since these texts offer a more realistic, though still partial, view of the spoken realities 'on the ground'. 25 Extrapolating from the corresponding MG practice, and assuming that the new (non-clitic) distribution was associated with a normal range of stress options.
(ii) ek ton pollón ... tiná parestisámin from the-GEN many-GEN some-ACC.PL set-beside-1sg
'Of her many (complaints) I have set before you (just) some' Digenes Acrites G (13/14c AD MS), 1.308
The parallelism in (15)a between the neither-clause and the nor-clause, together with the fact that the latter contains an unambiguous use of the NPI oudéna = 'ANYone' (i.e. the emphatic equivalent of tiná, cf.
(1)b and (3)d), argues strongly that tinás in the former should also be taken as falling within the scope of the negation and that it an NPI-like rather than PPI-like role (the latter = 'he didn't bury some of the dead', with the existential quantifier having wide scope). This conclusion is supported by the fact that positive readings in negative sentences in AG involve preposing of the indefinite before the NM, as in (16) 26 Since AG has only the single indefinite tis, and since there is no semantic difference between PPIs and NPIs when the latter are given the 'existential' reading (12), it seems reasonable to argue that AG was rather like modern Germanic (other than English), with 'positive' and 'negative' readings of tis associated automatically with its position (pre-or post-NM position, cf. (15) and (16)). 27 This is one of the rare examples where tis, being both clause-initial and contrastive, is accented normally (cf. fn 8).
At least from the 10/11c onwards, but most probably earlier, forms of tis/tinás in this position can only mean 'any(one)' (i.e. 'no(one)' in combination with the following NM), and the PPI reading of AG is excluded. Given the difference between the ancient and (vernacular) medieval senses of, for example, (16)a (viz. 'there are some inlets that empty out with the tide and others that do not' vs ??'there are some inlets that empty out with the tide and none that do'), many uneducated people must at times have felt extremely puzzled when listening to older forms of Greek, e.g. in biblical readings etc.
Evidently, the shift to a 'modern' distribution and interpretation of indefinites, as illustrated with corresponding modern forms in (4)c and (4) Since the innovative PPI kátis/kápjos 'some(one)' and NPI kanís/kanénas 'any(one)' were already in competition with tis/tinás in this period (see 3.1 for details), it seems that the appearance of these formally contrasting pronouns/specifiers in the spoken vernacular was intimately bound up with:
(19) a. The progressive loss (other than in written styles retaining aspects of traditional practice) of tis/tinás with PPI readings in favour of the true PPI kápjos.
b. The convergence (other than in written styles retaining aspects of traditional practice) of the use of tis/tinás with an NPI reading with that of the true NPI kanís/kanénas -which has only a singular paradigm and is used both before and after licensing negatives.
To pursue this investigation of the transition from the ancient to the modern system of negative/indefinite pronouns and specifiers we must therefore consider the origins and development of a formal 'some/any' contrast in MedG, and the associated issue of the loss of the NQ oudeís 'no(one)' in favour of the generalisation of the NPIs kanís/ kanénas and tinás to pre-NM environments (for which see 3.1). But this requires that we first examine the use and distribution of oudeís/u∂ís 29 'no(one)' in AG and MedG.
Oudeís/u∂ís: NQ vs NPI in AG and MedG
We begin with the distribution of oudeís as a NQ in AG, as illustrated in (20) and (21) for pre-verbal and (apparent) post-verbal positions respectively: 29 U∂ís is the MedG/MG pronunciation of AG oudeís. 30 The construction illustrated in (20) h ròn oúte eîden oúte epenóe:sen oudamê:i oudamô:s oúte gignómenon oúte ónta oúte esómenon [wisdom-ACC and mind-ACC no-one-NOM ever neither awake nor asleep disgraceful-ACC neither saw nor thought-of nowhere in-no-way neither becoming-ACC nor being-ACC nor aboutto-be-ACC], 'No one ever, either asleep or awake, either saw or thought of wisdom and mind as in any way (or) by any means becoming or being or about to be unseemly.' 32 Thus in (21)a 'planning in good faith (tê:i pístei)' is contrasted with 'delivering in practice (tô:i érgo:i)' by means of a chiastic order created by the fronting of ent h umeîtai: [plan in-good-faith] X [inpractice deliver]; in (20)c the particle mén is inherently focalising, its purpose being to contrast what precedes it with something in the next clause (also focalised and immediately followed by the particle dé 'but'. 33 If this and similar cases really are cases of postverbal oudeís used as a NQ, the option may have been deliberately chosen for stylistic effect as reflecting an older phase of the language in which oudeís etc were invariably NQs.
in parallel distribution with tis in its NPI-like uses (cf. (15) The reader should be warned that the numbers for the War of Troy, based on the edition of Papathomopoulos as used by the TLG, are highly questionable, since the editor sometimes prints oudeís where the MSS have tinás. This observation does not detract from the overall argument, and in fact enhances it, as noted in the text. U∂ís thus survives principally as a preverbal NQ, mostly as a subject (nominative) and without a following NM, i.e. more or less in continuation of the AG use in this position. But even here the numbers are small, and the almost complete absence of u∂ís from the more vernacular of these texts, ignoring the War of Troy but including the relevant parts of the Ptochoprodromica, is striking. It is tempting to speculate that it was no longer current in everyday spoken Greek or in poetry with a strong oral/popular background like the Escorial Digenes, and that its already 'literary/archaic' quality might also have rendered it inappropriate for the 'of-the-moment' urban satire of the Ptochoprodromica.
Ancient Greek to Medieval Greek II: Analysis of the Developments
AG > MedG: the Loss of NQs and the Reinterpretation of NPIs
The uses of tis and oudeís in AG may be summarised as follows: 
.' ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------(iii) negative
oudeís post-NM NPI 'not...ANY(one)...'
The fundamental contrast is between tis = 'someone' (PPI-like) and oudeís = 'no one' (NQ). The former appears in positive sentences pre-and post-verbally and the latter in negative sentences pre-verbally without an NM (post-verbal oudeís as a NQ is marginal at best, as noted above). These same meanings are retained when a NM is present, but only when the two items precede it (though the double negative use of oudeís is very rare, as noted). This contrast between tis and oudeís is neutralised, however, in negative sentences after a NM, where both function as NPIs = 'any(one)' (albeit with a difference of emphasis, again as noted).
Since NPI-like tis cannot be generalised to pre-negative positions (pre-negative tis is always PPI-like), an alternative means of expressing the non-existence of people/ things had to be employed in sentences in which a negative would otherwise follow an indefinite, viz the NQ oudeís. The latter, however, was (all but) impossible postverbally and was therefore in (virtual) complementary distribution with ou(k) + NPI tis/oudeís.
Thus of the two possible readings of NQs/NPIs (cf. (12) and (13) In vernacular MedG, however, PPI-like tis has largely been replaced by PPI kátis/kápjos and tis/tinás is now employed before as well as after a NM as a true NPI.
Correspondingly, the emphatic NPI oudeís/u∂ís has mostly been replaced by kanís/ kanénas, which, like NPI tinás, has also been extended to pre-NM environments. Both
NPIs are now stressed normally and may also receive heightened stress, e.g. for emphasis/contrast. In association with a NM, therefore, kanís/kanénas and tinás more or less replace both the preverbal NQ oudeís/u∂ís (in the order NPI + NM) and the postnegative NPI oudeís/u∂ís (in the order NM + NPI). PPI tis and NQ oudeís thus serve chiefly as markers of more conservative registers, or at least of efforts to appropriate something of their prestige as 'ancient' forms. It should be noted further that the loss of NQs in the vernacular entailed the automatic loss of double negation.
The key changes are summarised in (27) 
Before examining the two newcomers in detail, however, we should first emphasise that the across-the-board generalisation of NPIs to pre-NM positions, resulting in the elimination of NQs, crucially presupposes their reinterpretation as involving universal quantification over negation (cf. again (12) and (13) The AG emphatic particle ká:n 'even' was the product of the fusion of intensifying kaí 'even' with the conditional conjunction á:n 'if ever', < eá:n < *ei án.
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In classical Greek (5th/4th c. BC) the modal particle án in its generic function combined only with subjunctives in subordinate clauses. Ká:n was therefore originally used in future-referring/generic conditionals with subjunctive verb forms and the expected meaning 'even if (ever)...'. But it also came to be used more generally as an intensifier by abstraction from its use in elliptical expressions such as that in (32) Ká:n thus starts to appear as a variant of intensifying kaí in a range of nonveridical environments including not only conditionals but also modal verb forms, imperatives, futures, habituals, etc (cf. the discussion of (2) and (5) 38 No satisfactory explanation of this 'prothetic' o-(or u-) has yet been proposed. In the case of oappeals are sometimes made to the analogy of 'indefinite' relative pronouns and adverbs which also begin with o-(cf. ópjos 'whoever', ópote 'whenever', etc), but these are generic (= 'any X that...') and so rather unlike the PPIs under discussion, which typically mean 'a certain/some particular X' , etc. cannot be reanalysed to give a reading in which the NPI has scope over the negation because a lexical meaning 'any-not' (as opposed to 'not-any') is manifestly a nonsense.
But while u∂ís was indeed dropped on this basis, ukátis was recycled to conform with the 'universal' interpretation of NPIs but crucially, still with narrow scope under the negation as required in a compound, so that uká(n)tis, originally = 'not-any X (at all)', came to mean 'not-any (random) X', i.e. entailing 'some (particular) X' (cf. fn. 21).
In this way NQ uká(n)tis could easily have become a PPI partner to NPI kanís, . But in either guise this element was now to all intents and purposes meaningless and it eventually disappeared, through a combination of aphaeresis (many unstressed initial vowels were lost in the middle ages) and the influence of the complementary but prefix-less kanís/kanénas (influence which might also explain the widespread loss of -n-in PPIs , as outlined above).
A probable chronology of events may conveniently be summarised here. The surviving AG data and the apparent impossibility of combining intensifying ká:n with an enclitic suggest that the first indefinite compound to emerge, already in post-classical antiquity, was ka(:)neís, which originally had the distribution of an API but eventually took on that of an NPI as well, finally being generalised in this role to pre-NM (and therefore preverbal) position in the early middle ages. But when the inherently preverbal AG sequence ouk án tis was first reanalysed in late antiquity as the NQ ou-kán-tis/u-ká(n-)tis, and then reinterpreted as a PPI in the early middle ages, the two items, originally synonymous and in complementary distribution, immediately became contrastive. A full set of PPIs was then modelled on uká(n)-tis, using the ancient indefinite enclitics as a base, and the same items were strengthened, through (normal) accentuation and/or suffixation, to provide a full set of NPIs to complement kanís.
Tis/tinás, lacking the o/uka(n)-prefix, naturally fell in with the NPIs and adopted their distribution, eventually giving way in the early modern period to its rival kanís.
The Motivation for the Generalisation of NPIs to Pre-NM Position
The principal outstanding issue is why NPIs were generalised to pre-NM positions in the early medieval vernacular, thus forcing the reinterpretation discussed above. It is well known that in the post-classical period there were significant changes in the ordering of constituents. In particular, the possibility of informationally neutral verbfinal order within VP was lost and verb-initial order became the rule, not only within VP but as a regular option within clauses, where VSO and SVO were both potentially neutral orders in informational terms.
44
With the exception of subjects, therefore, late antique Greek, followed by MedG and MG, no longer allowed preverbal constituents that were neither topics (i.e.
peripheral constituents with a scene-setting/resumptive role) nor foci (i.e. contrastive or emphatic constituents marked by heavy stress). We are concerned here only with focalisation. One option was simply to stress items in situ, but another was to combine emphatic/contrastive stress with displacement from their grammatically defined positions within VP to the left periphery of the clause containing them (see, among many others, Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou 1998 , Horrocks 1983 , 1994 : 108-9, 277-80, Roussou and Tsimpli 2006 Dover 1960 , and for general considerations of focus and word order in Greek and Latin, Stephens 1999, 2006) , but for a combination of prosodic and semantic reasons both indefinite tis and NQ/NPI oudeís fell outside this pattern and could not be assimilated to it (cf. 2.1 and 2.2). Thus enclitic tis could not stand initially in a clause or be emphatically/contrastively accented; and in negative sentences its meaning changed according to whether it appeared before the NM (= 'there is some X that did not...') or after it (= 'there is no X that did...').
Correspondingly, preverbal oudeís was a NQ but postverbal oudeís (after a NM) an emphatic NPI; and fronting over an NM again changed the meaning ('there is no X that did...' > 'there is no X that did not...').
The function of tis (i.e. PPI-like vs NPI-like) and oudeís (i.e. NQ vs NPI) in any given sentence was therefore determined by the presence or absence of a NM and, in the presence of an NM, by structural position with reference to it. But in a postclassical world in which the majority of native speakers were no longer from 'Greece'
and Greek was widely learned as a second language, the fact that neither of these elements could be assimilated to the regular focalisation rule seems increasingly to have been perceived as confusing and problematical. By the early middle ages, therefore, steady pressure towards greater constructional and interpretational uniformity had led to the emergence of a system in which NQs were eliminated, the clitic status of certain indefinites was lost, and the entire class of indefinites was divided into contrasting sets of PPIs and NPIs (the latter licensed by NMs in all environments), both of which could now be focalised in the regular way.
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It was precisely this distributional assimilation of NPIs to the norm, including the possibility of focalisation, that first necessitated the semantic reinterpretation discussed in 3.2.
Conclusions
It has been argued that the complexities and anomalies of the AG system of negative indefinites (NQs and NPIs) eventually led, in the early middle ages, to a wholesale systemic reconfiguration in which, inter alia, the distribution of properly licensed NPIs was extended to all syntactic positions available to DPs (i.e. that Greek shifted from being a language with non-strict NC to become one with strict NC). The 'price' paid for this simplification included the loss of NQs and double negation, and the forced reinterpretation of NPIs as elements involving universal quantification over negation (a property of strict NC languages generally).
The likely origin of the formal distinction between NPIs and PPIs has also been explored, and the innovative items kátis/kápjos and kanís have each been given a full, if partly reconstructed, history, with their beginnings located in recurring sequences of elements in AG that were eventually lexicalised. Interestingly, kátis/kapjos seems in origin to have been an NQ that was subsequently reinterpreted as a PPI at the time when NPIs were reinterpreted 'universally'.
Finally, since the occurrence of NPIs in both pre-and post-NM positions makes NQs redundant, it is suggested that languages in which NPIs are understood as involving wide scope universal quantification over negation (i.e. languages with strict NC) are languages that also lack NQs. The proper testing of this claim is, of course, a matter for further research.
46 Though the persistence of non-uniform systems cross-linguistically, as in Italian, shows that complexity per se is not enough to guarantee the onset of regularising change.
